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Purpose: College students’ well-being is important for their self-growth and the whole society. However, we still know relatively
little about how college students could proactively, strategically improve their well-being in the leisure context. Following the self-
determination theory and proactivity literature, this study examines how and when leisure crafting (ie, a proactive act whereby
individuals balance their leisure resources and demands by utilizing their personal abilities and needs) can enhance college students’
well-being.
Methods: Conducting a quantitative weekly diary study of 80 Chinese students in an engineering college (320 observations), we drew
a moderated mediation model.
Results: We found that weekly leisure crafting behaviors (ie, seeking structural leisure resources, seeking social leisure resources,
seeking leisure challenges, and reducing hindering leisure demands) were positively related to weekly intrinsic need satisfaction (ie,
need for competence, autonomy, and relatedness), then resulting in higher weekly subjective well-being (ie, physical thriving, mental
health, and life meaningfulness). Moreover, this indirect effect was stronger for those who had a higher level of leisure boredom.
Conclusion: Our study contributes to student development and well-being literature by focusing on the students’ leisure context and
providing a means to enhance their well-being. We unfold how the leisure crafting strategy boosts college students’ well-being via
increasing their intrinsic need satisfaction. We also highlight the compensating role of leisure crafting when one is in an unfavorable
personal state (eg, leisure boredom).
Keywords: leisure crafting, intrinsic need satisfaction, leisure boredom, college student, well-being, diary study

Introduction
College students’ well-being received increasing attention from both universities and the whole society.1 A survey from
the World Health Organization shows that 12–46% of all university students are affected by mental health disorders in
any given year.2 To facilitate students’ well-being, reducing their anxiety and depression, universities and educational
managers are taking multidimensional efforts, ranging from study environments to the teacher–student relationship.3–5

A report from 400 US university presidents reveals that 87% of universities took students’ well-being as a priority and
72% of them reallocated and identified additional funding to address students’ mental health.6 Besides the initiatives of
universities, educationalists and psychologists argue that students themselves should actively find ways to increase their
subjective well-being.7 Studies show that proactive strategies such as self-regulation,8 goal-setting,9 resilience,10 and
networking,11 are positively related to one’s well-being.

While previous studies provided valuable insights into how college students can optimize their study process, and in
turn, enhance their well-being, such as increasing perceived academic control,12 attaining intrinsic and extrinsic goals,13

and engaging in social networking,14 we still know relatively little about how college students increase well-being by
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proactively, strategically shaping their leisure context. This might be an omission from the literature because leisure life
is important and full of self-growth opportunities and resources.15 College students can make optimal use of their leisure
lives to recover from study stress, develop new hobbies and life skills, get inspired, and re-gain passion, hope and
enthusiasm for life.1,16 However, we found that only a small handful of studies investigated the role of leisure activities
on college students’ well-being, such as sports, reading, and travelling.16–19

Therefore, building on limited previous work and the proactivity theory.9 In this study, we propose leisure crafting as
an efficient strategy to enhance college students’ well-being. Based on the resources-demands perspective,20,21 leisure
crafting is defined as a proactive act whereby individuals balance their leisure resources and demands by utilizing their
personal abilities and needs.7 Via leisure crafting, college students are able to seek fulfillment and choose and adjust their
leisure activities in a manner that addresses their passions and values.22 Research shows that leisure crafting is effective
in response to high job strain and increases work engagement in the work setting.20,23 We expect that the leisure crafting
strategy can be applied in the school setting as well to enhance college students’ well-being.

To deepen the understanding of the role of leisure crafting, we examine its mediating mechanism and the boundary
condition. Following the proactivity and self-determination theories,9,24 we aim to shed light on how leisure crafting
enhance college students’ well-being by increasing their intrinsic psychological needs, and whether leisure crafting is
more beneficial and effective for those who have higher leisure boredom perceptions. That said, we examine the
mediating role of intrinsic need satisfaction and the moderating role of leisure boredom. Research indicates that intrinsic
need satisfaction including the need for autonomy, competence, and relatedness can be activated when one actively shape
and take charge of the situations.20,24 Also, studies confirm that proactive actions with goal orientation can increase one’s
energy and alleviate negative psychological states.25 Thus, proactive strategies are more effective when one has negative
states or meaning-making is threatened.23 Therefore, we expect to provide insights into how and when leisure crafting
strategy helps college students to improve their well-being.

Moreover, we are interested to unfold a dynamic relationship between leisure crafting and college students’ well-
being. That said, we not only look at how those engaging in leisure crafting (vs those not) resulted in increases in well-
being (ie, between-person), but also expect to capture how leisure crafting behaviors influence their well-being over time
(ie, within-person). This is important because individual behaviors and states are likely to vary across different days/
weeks based on their circumstances, needs, and goals.26 Some studies showed that one’s current period’s behavior can
even affect one’s next period’s behavior and state.26,27 Thus, a one-time, cross-sectional investigation cannot capture the
“changing” dynamics between leisure crafting behaviors and college students’ well-being. Instead, research suggests that
a (daily or weekly) diary study can well uncover a short-term dynamic relationship.27 Therefore, we conduct
a quantitative weekly diary study aiming to reveal the dynamic effects of leisure crafting on students’ well-being. By
doing so, we expect to understand how leisure crafting is taken as an ongoing action and influences the changes of one’s
well-being across weeks.

We mainly make the following contributions. First, we add to the student development and well-being literature1,8 by
proposing leisure crafting as a self-initiated strategy to improve their well-being. Prior studies uncovered the factors of
enhancing college students’ well-being in the study context, such as goal-oriented self-regulation, study engagement, and
resilience.8,10 Our study highlights that taking charge and shaping the leisure context is also important and beneficial to
students’ well-being. College students have ample opportunities to seek more leisure resources and optimize leisure
detriments by engaging in leisure crafting strategy. Second, we add to the leisure management literature7,16 by highlighting
that individuals should more proactively, strategically manage their leisure lives (ie, identifying resources and demands in the
leisure context and actively crafting these resources and demands). Therefore, compared to the previous studies uncovering
leisure activities such as reading, networking, or physical activities,15,17 we point out that leisure crafting is not just a single
leisure activity but a series of small meaningful adjustments in the leisure context based on one’s own leisure situations,
interests, and goals. Based on the “proactive” nature,9 we further uncover how leisure crafting leads to a motivational process
(ie, the mediating mechanism of intrinsic need satisfaction) and how leisure crafting takes compensating effects when one’s
psychological resources are threatened (ie, the moderating role of leisure boredom). Third, using a weekly diary design, we
shed light on a dynamic relationship between leisure crafting and college students’ well-being. Thus, we consider leisure
crafting as an ongoing action instead of a one-time event. Consequently, we capture how the changes in leisure crafting
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influence the changes in college students’ well-being across weeks. We also increase the causality of the studied relationships
using a diary design. This is less conducted from previous leisure management studies.7,28 We drew a conceptual model in
Figure 1 where we visually indicated the relationships among our studied variables.

Theory and Hypothesis Development
Leisure Crafting and College Students’ Well-Being
Well-being is beneficial and important for individuals to live a healthy, meaningful life, making it an essential aspect of
one’s life in the college years.29 Well-being refers to one’s positive affect and the perception of life satisfaction.8 The
well-being literature states that one’s well-being is happy-oriented and concerns realizing human potential power.12,23,29

Well-being in the college setting mainly includes students’ mental, physical health and life meaningfulness.30 Research
shows that college students’ well-being is positively related to personal success, positive states, and self-
motivation.29,31 Perceiving a lower level of well-being may result in avoidance behavior, social isolation, sadness,
and self-doubt.32 Thus, it is important to investigate useful strategies students can take to enhance their well-being.
Rather than focusing on the study context, recently, researchers believe that students’ leisure context is equally
important and full of opportunities and challenges that can enhance one’s intrinsic motivation and subjective well-
being.1,5,8,12,13

Focusing on students’ leisure context, we propose that leisure crafting could be an efficient strategy increasing well-
being. Leisure crafting is defined as an active act whereby individuals balance their leisure resources and demands by
utilizing their personal abilities and needs.7 Following the resources-demands perspective,21 leisure resources refer to
those aspects in the leisure context that can be functional in achieving goals, or stimulate personal growth, learning, and
development, while leisure demands refers to those aspects in the leisure context that require substantial physical and/or
psychological effort and drain one’s energy.7,21 Tsaur et al followed the demands-resources framework21 and further
proposed four specific leisure crafting behaviors, including seeking structural leisure resources (eg, acquiring relevant
knowledge, improving skills and physical strength, or increasing the recreational experience); seeking social leisure
resources (eg, acquiring resources provided by others or by leisure companions); seeking leisure challenges (eg,
extending their own limits and experiencing novelty and excitement); and reducing leisure barriers (eg, coping with
those intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural constraints such as shyness, undesirable health condition, or skill
deficiencies).

Following the proactivity perspective,7,20,23 researchers also identify leisure crafting as a kind of proactive behavior
whereby people proactively pursue specific goals, human connections, learning, and personal development in leisure
activities. Therefore, rather than being spontaneous, leisure crafting is a proactive, goal-focused, and planned behavior
characterized by seriousness.33 Leisure crafting for the college students resembles family crafting or non-work
engagement34 but it not only crafts the family domain but the relations with friends, classmates, or even teachers, who
brings resources and opportunities for self-growth. Via leisure crafting, students achieve their own fulfillment and shape
their leisure activities in a manner that addresses their passions and values.22 They can make actual, meaningful
adjustments in their leisure time and feel satisfied and happy about the life. Thus:

H1: Leisure crafting is positively related to well-being for college students.

Figure 1 Conceptual model.
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The Mediating Role of Intrinsic Need Satisfaction
While the concept of leisure crafting is not new,7,21 we still know relatively less about why and how leisure crafting
strategy can lead to increased well-being in the college setting. That is, a mediation process behind this relationship is
needed to be understood and examined. Based on the proactivity9 and self-determination (SDT)24 theories, we propose
that intrinsic need satisfaction plays a mediating role. The SDT theory posits that the existence of universal psychological
needs, that when satisfied, result in optimal functioning and psychological adjustment.24 These include the need for
autonomy (ie, being the initiator of one’s own behavior), competence (ie, succeeding at challenging tasks and desired
outcomes), and relatedness (ie, a sense of caring, mutual respect, and mutual reliance with others).24,35 The literature
uncovers the antecedents of intrinsic need satisfaction. For example, studies show that contextual factors such as
autonomy support, job resources can increase need satisfaction.36,37 Likewise, behavioral variables such as job crafting,
self-regulation can satisfy one’s intrinsic needs.8,21 Consequently, need satisfaction is positively related to numerous
beneficial outcomes such as one’s self-growth, fulfillment, and well-being.24,35

We argue that leisure crafting is able to satisfy these three needs for college students. First, leisure crafting is
a proactive and intentional process, which implies that students take actions towards their goals and take control of their
situations, rather than passively accepting situational conditions.20 Consequently, via adjusting themselves or the
situation, proactive individuals experience the improved future they have envisioned.9 Therefore, leisure crafting satisfies
the need for autonomy. Second, via leisure crafting (eg, seeking leisure challenges and seeking structural leisure
resources), college students try out new things, develop new skills, and achieve a sense of mastery and self-
development.25 This will positively link to one’s need for competence. Third, via leisure crafting (eg, seeking social
leisure resources), college students gain instrumental and emotional support, perceived care and love from their families
and friends. This will fulfill the need for relatedness, ie, the need for human connection, loving, and being loved.24

Subsequently, we argue that with the satisfaction of three needs, college students’ well-being is improved. The SDT
theory point out that the extent to which these three needs are satisfied determines the level of one’s subjective well-
being, mental health, and positive affect.24 The satisfaction of these needs is associated with hedonic and eudaimonic
motives, which is associated with organismic functionality and self-actualization.24 The literature also shows that
intrinsic need satisfaction is an essential antecedent of thriving in youth38 and influences one’s vitality.35 Extensive
evidence suggests that intrinsic need satisfaction is a strong predictor of different well-being indicators such as happiness,
life satisfaction, psychological well-being, and subjective well-being (see a review, Van Den Broeck et al 2016).36

Taking together, we expect that leisure crafting strategy will first satisfy one’s three basic psychological needs (ie,
need for autonomy, need for competence, and need for relatedness), which then, makes individuals feel happy, satisfied,
and meaningful. Thus:

H2: Intrinsic need satisfaction mediates the relationship between leisure crafting and college students’ well-being.

The Moderating Role of Leisure Boredom
The previous section expatiates on how leisure crafting facilitates college students’ leisure life through increasing their
intrinsic need satisfaction. However, we also expect to understand in what circumstances leisure crafting could play
a more significant role. In other words, not all individuals may benefit from the leisure crafting strategy equally. Some
specific conditions may strengthen/weaken the effect of leisure crafting on people’s well-being. Therefore, it is important
to gain insights into when students can and should apply leisure crafting strategy, so that they can gain the benefits of
engaging in leisure crafting even better. The proactivity literature indicates that proactive behaviors have stronger effects
when people face challenging situations or experience difficult times.25,39 This is because being proactive enables
individuals to act towards their goals and valuable directions, stay at a higher level of energy and motivation, and
persist in what they are doing.39 For example, prior studies found that employees engaging in job crafting strategy had
stronger effects on work attachment when they experience tough times at work.40 This is also in line with the
conservation of resources theory (COR)41 stating that individuals are more willing to take certain actions to protect
their current resources or acquire new resources when their current (psychological, physical) resources are lost or
threatened. Thus, we argue that leisure crafting, as a form of proactive behavior aiming to adjust resources and demands
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in the leisure context, could have stronger effects when one is in an unfavorable situation or his/her (psychological,
physical) resources are threatened.

Following this reasoning, we consider a typical situation for college students: leisure boredom. An investigation on
the quality of leisure time in 36 countries showed that approximately 68% of individuals indicated they experienced
boredom in their leisure time.42 The boredom level of students in leisure time is even higher than the boredom level of
people in other occupational groups.43 Leisure boredom refers to the perceived status that available leisure experiences
are insufficient to instrumentally satisfy needs for optimal arousal.44 Research shows that leisure boredom is a negative
state, such as perceived meaningless and dissatisfaction,28 and could lead to unexpected consequences, such as internet
addiction, excessive drinking, or other risky behaviors.45

We argue that leisure crafting is more beneficial and helpful for those who experience a higher level of leisure
boredom. That said, leisure crafting is a very promising strategy to offset the negative impact of leisure boredom. Based
on the proactivity9 and the conservation of resources41 perspectives, leisure crafting involves a proactive process aimed at
increasing leisure resources and decreasing leisure detriments. This process satisfies one’s basic needs, increases positive
affect and vitality.23 Research shows that individuals will feel less bored when they have enjoyable things to do and have
excellent leisure management skills.46 Therefore, for those college students who feel bored in the leisure time, we argue
that the leisure crafting strategy (eg, seeking leisure resources, seeking leisure challenges) is an effective leisure
management strategy to alleviate the boredom state. Via leisure crafting (eg, increasing leisure resources and challenging
demands), students could customize the leisure activities based on their own needs, goals, and preferences; and obtain
a higher level of energy, excitement, and meaningfulness.7,20 This process could efficiently buffer the negative personal
states, such as boredom, uninterestedness, or hopelessness.7,33 Prior studies found that leisure crafting was an efficient
compensating strategy when individuals were in a highly stressful state,20 or when meaning-making was threatened.23

Wang et al pointed out that free-time management with goal-oriented and scheduling was effective in alleviating the
negative impact of boredom. Thus:

H3: The beneficial role of leisure crafting on college students’ well-being via intrinsic need satisfaction becomes stronger
for those college students who have a higher level of leisure boredom (vs lower).

Methods
Sample and Participants
The quantitative diary study design is widely used in recent management and psychology studies.27 The quantitative
diary study is considered as a way of collecting data in repeated times (on a daily or weekly level). Participants filled in
the survey once a week or a day, which looks like that they fill in a “diary” to record their thoughts, feelings, and
behaviors. However, this is not a normal diary that people need to write down some words or sentences but a more
“structural” diary that researchers provide several relevant questions to ask participants to self-reflect upon what they
think, feel, and behave within a day or a week. In essence, a quantitative diary study is a short-term longitudinal study.
Thus, a quantitative diary study is particularly used for capturing daily/weekly fluctuations in terms of one’s states,
moods, behaviors, and performance.27 Scholars increasingly acknowledge that the diary study is beneficial because it can
capture “life as it is lived”.47 For example, individuals’ emotions, behaviors, and/or performance are very likely to
change across different days/weeks based on various internal and external factors and conditions.26 The current states and
behaviors may influence next period’s (eg, next day/week) states and performance. The traditional cross-sectional study
cannot uncover this “changing” phenomenon. Thus, apart from showing relationships between individuals, a diary study
can capture the short-term dynamics of one’s states and behaviors over time within individuals.27 Research also shows
that the diary design can reduce possible retrospective bias and increase the likelihood of causality for the studied
relationships since it includes repeated measures.26,27 Thus, in this study, conducting a weekly diary study, we not only
looked at how those engaging in leisure crafting (vs those not) resulted in increases in well-being (ie, between-person),
but also aimed to capture how leisure crafting behaviors influence their well-being over time (ie, within-person).

Our weekly diary design includes two parts: a general questionnaire at the beginning and four weekly diaries
afterward. In the general questionnaire, we briefly welcomed participants to attend the study. We explained to our
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participants that this study was to record the fluctuations of their behaviors and states over four weeks, and there was no
right or wrong answer (ie, we intentionally hide the real research question to reduce common method bias). The
confidentiality and anonymity of responses were also protected. In the general questionnaire, we asked participants to
fill in their basic demographic information such as age and gender and create a unique identification code, which will be
used to match the following weekly diaries. Subsequently, we sent the diary questionnaires once a week for four
consecutive weeks. In each weekly diary questionnaire, participants were asked to fill in their ratings about their leisure
crafting behaviors, need satisfaction, leisure boredom perceptions, and well-being in the current week. We sent it every
Friday and expected participants to complete it by the end of Sunday. During this stage, except that we had an automatic
email reminder for participants filling in the diary questionnaire, we did not have any verbal or non-verbal interactions
with the participants. In addition, to control the order effects in the survey design, we used separate pages to divide each
questionnaire scale to avoid participants looking back at their ratings.

To reduce potential participants’ biases and ensure that our analyses have adequate statistical power, we conducted
a power analysis before recruiting the participants. The power analysis results showed that at least 36 individuals with
four-time repeated measures are required if statistical power is expected to be above 95%. Besides, Gabriel et al reviewed
90 diary studies in management and psychology fields and concluded that the sample size was 83 on average in those
diary studies, and they recommended that a diary study should have at least 83. Therefore, to ensure that we have
adequate statistical power, we decided to recruit at least 90 participants in this weekly diary study. We sent the invitation
link to an engineering college in China. The second author contacted and communicated this engineering college for
cooperation. The participants were from their third college year. We sent the invitation to 332 students in total. However,
only 89 students indicated they were willing to participate in this survey. Thus, we only sent the following diary surveys
to these 89 students. However, we excluded 9 participants because they only filled in one weekly diary questionnaire,
which is insufficient to examine the dynamic fluctuations over time. Finally, we obtained 80 out of 89 participants (ie,
320 data points in total) who filled in both a general questionnaire and four weekly questionnaires. The response rate was
89.89%. The participants’ average age was 22.43 (SD = 0.82). 83.1% of our sample was male, while 16.9% were female.

Measures
The questionnaires were administered in the Chinese language and scales were translated into Chinese and back
translated into English to ensure consistency. We adjusted the items to fit in the week-level context. Unless otherwise
stated, all measures used a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).

Weekly leisure crafting was assessed with 15 items developed by Tsaur et al.7 We identified four specific leisure
crafting strategies: (1) weekly seeking structural leisure resources (“This week, I strived to develop knowledge related to
target leisure activities” 5 items; Cronbach’s α = 0.86, 0.89, 0.87, 0.84 at T1, T2, T3, T4); (2) weekly seeking social
leisure resources (“This week, I actively built good relationships with my leisure companions” 3 items; α = 0.81, 0.83,
0.76, 0.85 at T1, T2, T3, T4); (3) weekly seeking leisure challenges (“This week, I expanded or adjusted the scope of
leisure participation to make it more challenging” 3 items, α = 0.88, 0.85, 0.72, 0.83 at T1, T2, T3, T4); and (4) weekly
reducing hindering leisure demands (“This week, I chose those leisure activities that well match my interests and
abilities” 4 items, α = 0.85, 0.88, 0.87, 0.84 at T1, T2, T3, T4).

Weekly need satisfaction was assessed with 9 items used by Petrou et al.20 The example item is “This week, I felt that
my choices were based on my true interests and values during the leisure activities” (need for autonomy); “This week,
I felt very capable in what I did during the leisure activities” (need for competence); “This week, I felt a strong sense of
intimacy with the people I spent time with in a leisure activity” (need for relatedness). Cronbach’s α = 0.90, 0.91, 0.84,
0.91 at T1, T2, T3, T4.

Weekly leisure boredom was assessed with 4 items developed by Iso-Ahola et al.44 An example item is “This week,
my leisure time is boring”. Cronbach’s α = 0.82, 0.83, 0.72, 0.90 at T1, T2, T3, T4.

Weekly well-being was assessed with 6 items for mental health and physical thriving developed by Sheldon et al48 and
3 items for life meaningfulness developed by Steger et al.49 An example item for physical thriving is “This week, I felt
that I got enough exercise and was in good physical condition”. Cronbach’s α = 0.84, 0.84, 0.75, 0.82 at T1, T2, T3, T4.
An example item for mental health is “This week, I am often carefree and in good spirits”. Cronbach’s α = 0.89, 0.79,
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0.82, 0.74 at T1, T2, T3, T4. An example item for life meaningfulness is “This week, I have a good sense of what makes
my life meaningful”. Cronbach’s α = 0.86, 0.88, 0.78, 0.82 at T1, T2, T3, T4.

Control Variables
Following previous crafting studies,20,50 we considered age and gender as controls as individuals with different genders
and ages may have different levels of crafting behaviors. Besides, to strengthen the causality and overcome potential
endogeneity, endogeneity refers to a measurement bias that a predictor correlates with the unexplained residual of the
outcome in a statistical model. It may result from four sources: omitted variable, simultaneity, measurement error, and
selection (of treatment and/or into sample). Therefore, in the social science including psychology field, we cannot fully
avoid endogeneity, but we can attempt to control it. One of the simplest ways is to add control variables or the lagged
terms into the statistical model to decrease possible omitted variables and increase causality, which was in line with
suggestions,47 we also controlled for the lagged term (ie, t-1 period) of the dependent variables and independent variables
(ie, the t-1 period of physical thriving, mental health, and life meaningfulness, and t-1 period of leisure crafting and
intrinsic need satisfaction).

Analytical Approach
Owing to the nested structure of our data (weeks nested in persons), we applied multilevel analyses to test our proposed
hypotheses. To determine whether multilevel analysis was appropriate, we first calculated the intra-class correlation
(ICC). The ICC reports on the amount of variation unexplained by any predictors in the model that can be attributed to
the grouping variable, as compared to the overall unexplained variance (within and between variance). Our results
showed that our level 1 (week-level) variables: seeking structural leisure resources (34.31%), seeking social leisure
resources (41.66%), seeking leisure challenges (36.88%), reducing hindering leisure demands (37.13%), need satisfaction
(49.31%), leisure boredom (49.86%), physical thriving (48.56%), mental health (47.21%), and life meaningfulness
(54.13%). These results supported the use of multilevel analysis. This implies that students not only scored differently
for the studied variables but also showed variances of the studied variables over time within each student.

We used MLwiN software to perform multilevel regressions. The steps are as follows: first, we entered intercept and
control variables. Second, we entered the predictors (ie, four leisure crafting behaviors) separately. We examined the
random effects of slopes and tested the improvement of each model over the previous one by computing the differences
of their log-likelihood statistic −2*log and subjected this difference to a χ2 significance test. Notably, all week-level
variables were person-mean centered in order to avoid multicollinearity and spurious regression.

To examine the mediation and moderated mediation effects, we used MLmed Macro.51 This procedure can calculate
95% Monte Carlo confidence intervals based on 10,000 bootstrapping for the multilevel mediation effects and the
multilevel moderated mediation effects. As our data were nested in two levels, MLmed Macro is an appropriate tool to
conduct such analyses, compared to the traditional PROCESS Macro, which cannot examine the multilevel data.

Results
Preliminary Analysis
Table 1 shows means, standard deviations, and correlations among all the study variables. Since we had multilevel data
structure, we reported not only variables’ correlations on the between-person level, but also correlations on the within-
person level. Table 1 shows that gender was not related to any of our studied variables (on the person-level), which
implied that gender did not influence leisure crafting behavior, need satisfaction, and well-being. We found that age was
negatively related to two dimensions of leisure crafting – seeking structural leisure resources (r = −0.09, p < 0.05) and
reducing hindering leisure demands (r = −0.13, p < 0.01), and that age was negatively related to need satisfaction (r =
−0.11, p < 0.01). This implied that the older individuals, on general, had the lower level of leisure crafting behaviors and
the lower level of need satisfaction.

Before testing our hypotheses, we ran multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to explore the factorial structures
of our measures using Mplus software. The analysis type is TWOLEVEL. The results of multilevel CFA are shown in
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Table 1 Means, S.D., and Between-Person Level (Below the Diagonal) and Within-Person Level (Above the Diagonal) Correlations Among the Study Variables

Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Age 22.43 0.82 −0.01 −0.08 −0.04 −0.06 −0.14** −0.11* 0.07 −0.02 −0.08 −0.13**
2. Gender 1.17 0.38 −0.01 −0.03 −0.07 −0.11* −0.12** −0.13** 0.11* −0.09* −0.08 −0.02
3. Seeking structural leisure resources 3.94 0.65 −0.09* −0.02 0.71** 0.69** 0.61** 0.63** −0.58** 0.53** 0.61** 0.58**

4. Seeking social leisure resources 3.95 0.68 −0.05 −0.04 0.66** 0.66** 0.69** 0.61** −0.52** 0.44** 0.61** 0.52**

5. Seeking leisure challenges 3.84 0.75 −0.08 −0.08 0.61** 0.60** 0.65** 0.60** −0.55** 0.56** 0.56** 0.54**
6. Reducing hindering leisure demands 3.99 0.65 −0.13** −0.07 0.52** 0.58** 0.59** 0.70** −0.53** 0.48** 0.62** 0.59**

7. Need satisfaction 3.97 0.56 −0.11* −0.08 0.57** 0.57** 0.56** 0.61** −0.62** 0.51** 0.66** 0.64**
8. Leisure boredom 3.05 0.61 0.06 0.08 −0.45** −0.47** −0.49** −0.45** −0.55** −0.59** −0.69** −0.68**
9. Physical thriving 3.94 0.69 −0.01 −0.05 0.47** 0.46** 0.50** 0.46** 0.51** −0.58** 0.57** 0.55**

10. Mental health 4.02 0.63 −0.09 −0.05 0.49** 0.53** 0.46** 0.54** 0.61** −0.59** 0.59** 0.61**
11. Life meaningfulness 4.89 0.74 −0.11 −0.01 0.49** 0.47** 0.48** 0.50** 0.59** −0.60** 0.55** 0.58**

Notes: N = 89 participants and N = 320 data points; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; gender (male = 1; female = 2).
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Table 2, indicating that the measurement model distinguishing 9 constructs (ie, four leisure crafting behaviors + leisure
boredom + need satisfaction + 3 well-being dimension including physical thriving, mental health, life meaningfulness)
showed the best fitting indices: χ2 = 1889.496; df = 1159; CFI = 0.897; TLI = 0.881; SRMR within = 0.045; SRMR
between = 0.143; RMSEA = 0.044. This model was significantly better than the model collapsing four leisure crafting
behaviors into one factor (χ2 = 2314.991; df = 1205; CFI = 0.843; TLI = 0.827; SRMR within = 0.071; SRMR between =
0.128; RMSEA = 0.054; Δχ2 (46) = 425.495, p < 0.001). Notably, the cutoff values are: CFI > 0.90; TLI > 0.90; SRMR <
0.08; RMSEA < 0.08. As we focused more on the within-person variance in a weekly diary design, the values of the
SRMR between can be ignored. This model was also significantly better than the model collapsing three well-being
dimensions into one factor (χ2 = 2189.199; df = 1190; CFI = 0.859; TLI = 0.842; SRMR within = 0.056; SRMR between
= 0.148; RMSEA = 0.051; Δχ2 (31) = 299.703, p < 0.001). To conclude, the results demonstrated that the 9-factors model
had better fit than alternative models, supporting the discriminant validity.

Hypothesis Testing
Table 3 shows that seeking structural leisure resources was positively related to physical thriving (b = 0.13, p < 0.05),
mental health (b = 0.14, p < 0.05), and life meaningfulness (b = 0.16, p < 0.05); seeking social leisure resources was
positively related to physical thriving (b = 0.14, p < 0.05), mental health (b = 0.15, p < 0.05), and life meaningfulness
(b = 0.14, p < 0.05); seeking leisure challenges was positively related to physical thriving (b = 0.17, p < 0.01), mental
health (b = 0.18, p < 0.05), and life meaningfulness (b = 0.16, p < 0.001); reducing hindering leisure demands was
positively related to physical thriving (b = 0.26, p < 0.05), mental health (b = 0.29, p < 0.001), and life meaningfulness
(b = 0.29, p < 0.001). Therefore, hypothesis 1 was supported.

MLmed results (Table 4) showed that except the indirect effect of weekly reducing hindering leisure demands on
weekly physical thriving through weekly need satisfaction (b = 0.046, [−0.067, 0.162]), all the indirect effects were
significant without including zero in the confidence intervals. The detailed indirect effects could be found in Table 4.
Therefore, hypothesis 2 was generally supported.

To test the moderated mediation effect, we first examined the two-way interaction terms between leisure crafting and
leisure boredom. The results showed significant two-way interaction terms between weekly seeking social leisure
resources and weekly leisure boredom (b = 0.41, p < 0.01), and between weekly seeking leisure challenges and weekly
leisure boredom (b = 0.25, p <. 05). We also conducted the simple slope test. The results indicated that weekly seeking
social leisure resources was positively related to weekly need satisfaction (b = 0.33; p = 0.014) when weekly leisure
boredom was high, but it is insignificant when weekly leisure boredom was low (b = −0.17; p = 0.017) (see Figure 2);
weekly seeking leisure challenges was positively related to weekly need satisfaction when weekly leisure boredom was
high (b = 0.32; p = 0.003), while it is insignificant when weekly leisure boredom was low (b = 0.02; p = 0.83) (see
Figure 3).

We also used MLmed Macro to calculate the index of moderated mediation to get an integrative moderated mediation
model. Table 4 shows the similar results: the moderated mediation effects of seeking social leisure resources on physical
thriving, mental health, and life meaningfulness were 0.098 [0.011, 0.220], 0.171 [0.062, 3.310], and 0.154 [0.054,
0.284], respectively; the moderated mediation effects of seeking leisure challenges on physical thriving, mental health,
and life meaningfulness were 0.052 [0.004, 0.132], 0.086 [0.014, 0.183], and 0.090 [0.012, 0.189], respectively. Hence,
hypothesis 3 was supported for weekly seeking social leisure resources and weekly seeking leisure challenges. Finally,
we present our results in one integrated diagram. However, due to the page limit, we put it in Figure A.

Discussion
Grounded in the proactive behavior9 and SDT24 theories, this study sheds light on how and when college students could
engage in leisure crafting strategy to enhance their well-being. Conducting a weekly diary study, we found that leisure
crafting behaviors (ie, seeking structural leisure resources, seeking social leisure resources, seeking leisure challenges,
and reducing leisure hindering demands) increased students’ intrinsic need satisfaction on a weekly basis, and conse-
quently, enhanced their well-being across weeks. Moreover, this indirect effect was stronger for those who had a higher
level of leisure boredom. Finally, we found that gender did not impact the level of leisure crafting, need satisfaction, and
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Table 2 Fit Indices of Alternative Measurement Models

Model χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMRWithin SRMR Between Model Comparison Δ χ2 (df)

M1: 9 factors (best fitting model) 1889.496 1159 0.897 0.881 0.044 0.045 0.143 – –
M2: 7 factors 2189.199 1190 0.859 0.842 0.051 0.056 0.148 M1 vs M2 299.703 (31)***

M3: 6 factors 2314.991 1205 0.843 0.827 0.054 0.071 0.128 M1 vs M3 425.495 (46)***

M4: 4 factors 2531.916 1224 0.815 0.799 0.058 0.088 0.192 M1 vs M4 642.420 (65)***
M5: 11 factors 1850.969 1121 0.897 0.877 0.045 0.044 0.137 M1 vs M5 38.527 (38)

Notes: ***p < 0.001; M1: four leisure crafting dimensions + leisure boredom + need satisfaction + physical thriving + mental health + life meaningfulness; M2: four leisure crafting dimensions + leisure boredom + need satisfaction +
physical thriving, mental health, and life meaningfulness as one factor; M3: four leisure crafting dimensions as one factor + leisure boredom + need satisfaction + physical thriving + mental health + life meaningfulness; M4: our leisure
crafting dimensions as one factor + leisure boredom + need satisfaction + physical thriving, mental health, and life meaningfulness as one factor; M5: four leisure crafting dimensions + leisure boredom + three need satisfaction dimensions
+ physical thriving + mental health + life meaningfulness. However, M5 is not significantly different from M1. Thus, we still choose M1 as the best fitting measurement model.
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Table 3 Multilevel Regression Results of Leisure Crafting Predicting Well-Being

Physical Thriving Mental Health Life Meaningfulness

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12

Constant 3.14 3.50* 3.27 3.55* 6.51*** 6.37*** 6.19*** 6.41*** 6.55*** 6.51*** 6.89*** 6.17***

(1.64) (1.64) (1.66) (1.65) (1.54) (1.53) (1.52) (1.52) (1.79) (1.80) (1.82) (1.81)

Age 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 −0.10 −0.10 −0.09 −0.10 −0.09 −0.09 −0.09 −0.10
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)

Gender −0.06 −0.06 −0.07 −0.07 −0.06 −0.07 −0.07 −0.08 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01

(0.15) (0.15) (0.16) (0.16) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17)

Physical thriving (lag) −0.28*** −0.22** −0.24*** −0.22**
(0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06)

Mental health (lag) −0.36*** −0.24** −0.26** −0.30***
(0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)

Life meaningfulness (lag) −0.15** −0.14* −0.15** −0.16*
(0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

Seeking structural leisure resources (lag) 0.12 0.01 −0.01
(0.07) (0.06) (0.06)

Seeking social leisure resources (lag) 0.12 0.06 −0.04
(0.07) (0.06) (0.06)

Seeking leisure challenges (lag) 0.19*** 0.11 0.07

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

Reducing hindering leisure demands (lag) 0.16** 0.20** 0.09

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07)

Seeking structural leisure resources 0.13* 0.14* 0.16*

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

Seeking social leisure resources 0.14* 0.15* 0.14*

(0.07) (0.07) (0.06)

Seeking leisure challenges 0.17** 0.18* 0.16*

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

Reducing hindering leisure demands 0.26*** 0.29*** 0.29***

(0.07) (0.06) (0.06)

Level 2 variance 0.22 (0.04) 0.22 (0.05) 0.23 (0.05) 0.23 (0.05) 0.20 (0.04) 0.19 (0.04) 0.19 (0.04) 0.19 (0.04) 0.29 (0.05) 0.29 (0.05) 0.30 (0.06) 0.30 (0.05)

Level 1 variance 0.15 (0.02) 0.16 (0.02) 0.15 (0.02) 0.15 (0.02) 0.13 (0.02) 0.15 (0.02) 0.14 (0.02) 0.13 (0.02) 0.13 (0.02) 0.13 (0.02) 0.13 (0.02) 0.12 (0.02)

−2LL 343.00 354.55 345.93 345.77 314.91 327.63 321.66 311.52 330.71 332.52 343.30 330.00

Notes: N = 89 participants and N = 320 data points. ***p < 0.001; **p <. 01; *p < 0.05. “lag” refers to the lagged term. The standard error is reported in the brackets.
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Table 4 MLmed Results for the Mediation Effects and Moderated Mediation Effects on the Within-Person Level

Control for Age, Gender, and the Corresponding Lagged Variables Estimate se z-Statistics p LL UL

Weekly seeking structural leisure resources –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly physical thriving 0.076 0.035 2.179 0.029 0.012 0.149
Weekly seeking structural leisure resources –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly mental health 0.129 0.035 3.661 0.003 0.068 0.205
Weekly seeking structural leisure resources –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly life meaningfulness 0.107 0.033 3.254 0.001 0.049 0.177
Weekly seeking social leisure resources –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly physical thriving 0.051 0.027 1.889 0.059 0.005 0.111
Weekly seeking social leisure resources –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly mental health 0.089 0.030 2.952 0.003 0.037 0.154
Weekly seeking social leisure resources –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly life meaningfulness 0.076 0.028 2.721 0.007 0.029 0.137
Weekly seeking leisure challenges –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly physical thriving 0.067 0.033 2.009 0.045 0.006 1.367
Weekly seeking leisure challenges –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly mental health 0.109 0.033 3.307 0.001 0.051 0.180
Weekly seeking leisure challenges –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly life meaningfulness 0.107 0.033 3.237 0.001 0.048 0.177
Weekly reducing hindering leisure demands –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly physical thriving 0.046 0.058 0.794 0.427 −0.07 0.162
Weekly reducing hindering leisure demands –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly mental health 0.155 0.053 2.938 0.003 0.056 0.261
Weekly reducing hindering leisure demands –> weekly need satisfaction –> weekly life meaningfulness 0.106 0.052 2.039 0.041 0.004 0.207

Predictor Outcome Index of moderated
mediation

LL UL

Weekly seeking structural leisure resources Weekly physical thriving 0.002 −0.052 0.056

Weekly seeking structural leisure resources Weekly mental health 0.059 −0.054 0.184

Weekly seeking structural leisure resources Weekly life meaningfulness 0.046 −0.046 0.149
Weekly seeking social leisure resources Weekly physical thriving 0.098 0.011 0.220
Weekly seeking social leisure resources Weekly mental health 0.171 0.062 3.310
Weekly seeking social leisure resources Weekly life meaningfulness 0.154 0.054 0.284
Weekly seeking leisure challenges Weekly physical thriving 0.052 0.004 0.132
Weekly seeking leisure challenges Weekly mental health 0.086 0.014 0.183
Weekly seeking leisure challenges Weekly life meaningfulness 0.090 0.012 0.189
Weekly reducing hindrance leisure demands Weekly physical thriving −0.005 −0.053 0.031

Weekly reducing hindrance leisure demands Weekly mental health −0.016 −0.105 0.064

Weekly reducing hindrance leisure demands Weekly life meaningfulness −0.010 −0.084 0.054

Note: Bold values refer to the confidence intervals that are not include zero.
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well-being. Age did have the negative effects on the leisure crafting and need satisfaction. Thus, our findings suggest that
leisure crafting is an efficient strategy for college students to take charge and shape their leisure lives because it involves
a more motivational process and enables individuals to customize and adjust their leisure resources and barriers aligning
with their own needs, interests, and preferences. In addition, leisure crafting plays a compensating role when college
students are in an unfavorable personal state (eg, boredom), which implies that leisure crafting is able to offset the
negative impact of leisure boredom efficiently and enables individuals to stay in a more engaged and active state.

Theoretical Implications
We first add to the college student well-being and development1,8 literature by focusing on the leisure context and
highlighting a proactive, strategical means to improve college students’ well-being. The mainstream studies focused on
how to stimulate students to engage in learning in the study context, such as creating a more supportive, inclusive study

Figure 2 The interaction between weekly seeking social leisure resources and weekly leisure boredom on weekly need satisfaction.

Figure 3 The interaction between weekly seeking leisure challenges and weekly leisure boredom on weekly need satisfaction.

Psychology Research and Behavior Management 2022:15 https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S344717

DovePress
285

Dovepress Xue et al

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


environment,4,30 providing various educational programs, courses, and activities,3 and cultivating students’ learning-
oriented strategies.5,8 Recent studies called for a better understanding of the utilization of college students’ leisure
context.15,17 Our study thus answers this call by unfolding a leisure management strategy – leisure crafting. Incorporating
the resources-demands perspective,21 we underscore that it is important for college students to actively craft their leisure
resources (eg, structural resources and social resources) and demands (eg, challenging demands and hindering demands).
A small number of studies identified that employees could enhance their work engagement and reduce work stress by
crafting their leisure time.20,23 We point out that in the college setting, leisure crafting is still an effective and important
strategy for college students to have a (physically and mentally) healthy, meaningful life. College students could profit
from their leisure time by actively customizing their leisure resources and demands.

Second, we add to the leisure management literature7,16 by proposing a more holistic, goal-oriented strategy – leisure
crafting – manage one’s leisure conditions. Traditional studies identified valuable leisure activities such as sports,
reading, and traveling for improving one’s leisure life.16–19 Our study suggests that leisure crafting is not just a single
leisure activity but a series of small meaningful adjustments in the leisure context based on one’s own leisure situations,
interests, and goals. Compared to traditional spontaneous, one-fits-all actions, leisure crafting is a more goal-directed,
proactive, and customized way to shape one’s leisure circumstances. More importantly, we followed the resources-
demands perspective21 to provide specific strategies students can take to manage their leisure lives. Thus, we shed lights
on how students can craft their leisure lives. Specifically, our results showed that four leisure crafting behaviors – seeking
structural leisure resources, seeking social leisure resources, seeking leisure challenges, and reducing hindering leisure
demands – are effective in satisfying one’s intrinsic needs and consequently improving physical, mental health and
meaningfulness. Thus, we highlight that leisure crafting is a more proactive process by which individuals mobilize their
leisure (structural, social) resources and optimize those detriments. Leisure crafting seems to follow the philosophy of
“which size fits you” rather than “one size fits all”.

Third, conducting a weekly diary study, we gain insights into a more dynamic process of leisure crafting on college
students’ well-being. That is, we not only capture how leisure crafting actions vary between individuals but also reveal
how leisure crafting actions vary and influence the changes of well-being over time within individuals. This is not simply
methodologically advanced, but also with theoretical insights.27 College students experience different study tasks, social
activities, and personal feelings across days and weeks. They also have different needs, preferences, and interests in their
leisure lives across different days/weeks. Conducting a weekly diary study, we capture how students make small
adjustments in their leisure resources and detriments over time7 and further improve their well-being. This gives us
more insights into how leisure crafting as an ongoing, dynamic process, instead of a single-time event, facilitates the
level of college students’ well-being over time.

Fourth, we uncover the compensating role of leisure crafting when individuals are in an unfavorable personal state.
We enrich the free-time boredom management literature45,46 by highlighting that leisure crafting is a more effective
strategy for individuals who have a higher leisure boredom perception. Specifically, our results showed that two of the
four leisure crafting behaviors – seeking social leisure resources and seeking leisure challenges – were more effective in
enhancing need satisfaction and consequently improving leisure life outcomes. That is, increasing social resources and
challenging demands in leisure time are particularly helpful for buffering the negative impact of leisure boredom. We
provide valuable insights into when leisure crafting plays a more beneficial role in college students’ leisure life. Prior
studies found that leisure crafting plays a compensating role for workers in the work setting (eg, to buffer the negativity
of job stress).20,23 Our study uncovers that leisure crafting has a similar compensating role for college students in the
school setting, ie, to offset the negativity of leisure boredom.

Finally, we also provide valuable insights into the family engagement and work-family literature34,52 by highlighting
that students’ leisure crafting might be a valued means to create family harmony. The family engagement literature
indicates that families should actively engage in students’ college life and provide sufficient support.52,53 Our study
points out that students themselves could also engage in some actions to facilitate family relationships. For example,
seeking more social leisure resources (an aspect of leisure crafting) can be a way to achieve that family-based goal.
Likewise, the work-family/non-work literature uncovered various approaches to increase family life quality and reduce
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family conflict (eg, parents’ involvement, communality roles, religious roles).34 Our study underscores that students may
be another vital role and that students actively crafting the leisure context could be beneficial to the family facilitation.

Practical Implications
Our study also provides valuable practical implications for college practitioners and students. First, our study indicates
that leisure crafting is a proactive process of customizing leisure resources and demands. Therefore, we suggest that
college practitioners provide students with more available leisure resources, such as ample channels/facilities to learn and
develop new hobbies, skills, and abilities; a variety of platforms and activities to build social connections with others. For
students themselves, we suggest that they craft their leisure lives in a proactive and customized manner. For example,
students can proactively learn new things they are interested in and develop a new habit that can have positive, lasting
effects. As such, they can gain different structural resources in their leisure life and increase their intrinsic need
satisfaction. Students can also proactively build good relationships with others; seek help, emotional support, and useful
information from others. As such, they can gain valuable social resources in their leisure life. Besides the expand-
oriented leisure crafting, students can also engage in avoid-oriented leisure crafting strategy, such as reducing hindering
leisure demands. For example, when a leisure activity is too dangerous, meaningless, or energy-consuming, and/or
someone is bullying, bringing too much negativity, students can purposefully and strategically reduce these activities and
avoid these people. As such, they can gain a more healthy, peaceful leisure life. Besides, our results showed that leisure
crafting was an effective strategy to offset the negative impact of leisure boredom perceptions. Thus, we recommend that
college students initiate leisure crafting actions when they perceive high boredom in their leisure time. By doing so, they
could be able to obtain higher need satisfaction, and improve their physical, mental well-being and meaningfulness.

Second, students’ well-being is important as part of their college experience. It is essential because their well-being
and academic excellence are intertwined. High well-being students are more resilient and have more energy to attain
study goals and challenges. Schools should, therefore, not only be a place for students to learn. They should also be
a place where students’ well-being is prioritized, while still delivering excellent instruction and learning activities. Thus,
it becomes more important for universities to take actions to increase students’ well-being. In our study, we suggest that
developing a leisure crafting intervention program can be an effective means to teach students to enhance well-being via
crafting their leisure context. We suggest that future studies can and should develop an intervention program to train and
teach students’ leisure crafting behaviors. In the work domain, some scholars proposed and developed relevant inter-
vention program to train employees’ crafting behaviors.37 Following the same logic, providing necessary training or
guidance is important for students to learn and practice leisure crafting strategy. Via training, students can increase
awareness of engaging in leisure crafting and get to know how to craft in a self-regulatory manner. This would provide
more practical implications for education sectors and students themselves.

Limitations and Future Directions
Our study also has certain limitations, which represent fruitful future directions. First, all the constructs were self-reported, which
might cause the commonmethod bias (eg, social desirability bias). However, we conducted a diary studywith repeatedmeasures,
which might alleviate such issues. The methodology scholars indicate that common method bias is less likely to be a serious
concern when interaction effects are observed and when constructs are measured over time.26,27 Nevertheless, we recommend
that future studies can use other-ratings (eg, teachers’ rate, peers’ rate, or parents’ rate) to measure students’ leisure crafting
behaviors, to increase the validity of themeasurement. Second, we recruited our participants from a single university in a Chinese
context. The students were all from an engineering college and the majority of themwere male. This might be a limitation of this
study as it may raise a concern of the result generalizability. However, as we conducted a short-term longitudinal study, we
believe our findings can be applied to other background students and other country settings. We recommend that future studies
can replicate our model, design, and results. Third, although we provide insights into the beneficial effects of leisure crafting on
college students’ well-being, we strongly recommend that future studies can develop relevant intervention programs to stimulate
students’ leisure crafting behaviors. Some studies developed effective interventions in the work setting, such as job crafting
behaviors.37 We believe that it is valuable to develop a leisure crafting intervention for students. That said, we can provide
a manageable tool for students and educational managers to use to shape leisure lives and enhance well-being.
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Conclusion
In conclusion, this study sheds light on how and when college students engage in leisure crafting to facilitate their leisure
life. Conducing a weekly diary study, we uncovered a dynamic process of how leisure crafting enhances one’s well-being
via increasing intrinsic need satisfaction; and how leisure crafting was more beneficial for those who had a higher level of
leisure boredom. Our study highlights that (1) leisure crafting is a proactive process by which individuals customize and
adjust their leisure resources and barriers aligning with their own needs, interests, and preferences, and that (2) leisure
crafting plays a compensating role when one is in an unfavorable personal state (eg, leisure boredom).
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